ABSTRACT
Introduction
Challenge can balance organizational innovativeness and flexibility with the disciplines that turn innovative pursuits into tangible business advantage. However, the mere act of processing knowledge itself does not guarantee strategic benefit (Zack, 2002) ; instead, knowledge has to be managed. Skyrme (2001) explains knowledge management (KM) as 'the clear and systematic management of important knowledge -and its related procedure of creation, organization, dispersion, use and utilization KM doctrines have been studied and executed in every organizational training and declaration (Kebede, 2010) . This difference has donated to the rapid advance of the field, but also to a lack of merging of ideas and terminology (Clarke & Turner, 2004) . In this situation, there are several challenges to determining; KM as a separate systems (Kebede, 2010) .From a viewpoint, firms are observing the importanceof managing knowledge if they want to remain competitive (Zack, 1999) and grow (Salojrvi, Furu, & Sveiby, 2005) . According to Storey and Barnett (2000) reporting failure rates of over 80%, due to diverse reasons, such as an over focus on IT, inappropriate KM strategies, or ignorance of KM consequences, many KM systems have been unsuccessful. Now that technologies executed to increase knowledge sharing have grown up, researchers and professional are able to express on the factors of their success or failure (Hall & Goody, 2007) . Besides, a deviation in the PR actioner's view on KM and the academic viewpoint is already evident (Clarke & Turner, 2004) , and an increasing feeling of disappointment in managers due to their in capacity to encourage organizational knowledge. In spite of all advances in these viewpoints, the result has been an inconceivable body of knowledge and many managers do not know which variables can improve KM schedules success (Moffett, McAdam, & Parkinson, 2002) . There is not a clear model about the variables which KM may have a significant influence on KM schedules on innovation and incorporated in performance have been analyzed in works (Choi, Poon, &Davis, 2008) . Few studies test the link between knowledge and performance (Tseng, 2008) , thus existent a research gap on how and under which circumstances KM enterprises lead to better results. Besides, organizational knowledge plays an important role in innovation procedure. Thus, the aim of present study is to contribute to the advance of KM research from a strategic point of view and spread knowledge involving a certain subject whether KM directly or indirectly can be translated into better organizational performance, through an increase on firm's innovation. Specifically, we suggest and test a model that links two KM strategies (codification and personalization) and their results on innovation and on financial and non-financial performance. Our final decision, based on an empirical study consisted of 195Iranianorganizations and structural equations modeling may help academics and managers in designing KM strategic schedules in order to obtain higher effectiveness, efficiency and profit capacity.
Strategic KM
Strategic KM relates to the procedure and substructure firms employ to obtain, create and share knowledge for developing strategy and making strategic decisions (Zack, 2002) , thus linking KM strategy to business strategy. A firm's knowledge strategy describes the approach an organization and its knowledge resources and abilities to the rational necessity of its strategy, thus reducing the knowledge gap existent between what a company must know to carry out its strategy and what it does know (Zack, 1999) . A similar definition is provided by Bierly and Daly (2002), who state that "the set of strategic choices addressing knowledge creation in an organization including firm's KM strategy, which furnishes the firm with guidelines for creating competitive benefit". Both definitions are considerate the convenience of clearly managing knowledge with a clear knowledge strategy. However, the KM strategy is adopted not in a conscious way (Garavelli, Gorgoglione, & Scozzi, 2004) . Salojrvi et al., (2005) suggested that the whole organization must share a common KM direction because KM is central to their capacity to grow and contest. An essential element is the balance firms should observe between examination and utilization (March, 1991), i.e. between the creation, finding or getting of knowledge and its purification, reutilize or a focus on efficiency in knowledge resource management. They conclude that more forceful knowledge strategies, highlight by more innovative firms, cause higher financial performance. In a similar way, Zack (1999) 
Results of strategic KM
We aim at analyzing KM influences on incorporated performance. Specifically, probably results of KM on innovation and firm's results (financial and nonfinancial) are studied.
Influences of strategic KM on innovation.
The innovative attempts include the search for, and the finding, testing, and development of new technologies, new products or services, new production procedure, and new organizational structures. Innovation is about performing ideas H2. Personalization KM strategy increases innovation.
Influences of strategic KM on organizational performance
Earlier conceptual research state that KM can improve incorporated in performance and competitiveness (Holsapple & Jones, 2004 . KM schedules are successful when incorporated in performance is enhanced. Therefore, it is essential to measure KM contribution to performance (Tseng, 2008) , especially when there is at present no convincing research on the relationship between KM strategy and firm performance (Yang, 2010) . Incorporated performance is multidimensional idea and believes firm's position regarding to competitors. An extensive view of incorporated performance believes not only a financial viewpoint but also others which allow supervision value creation. With this focus some methodologies have been developed, being the most popular the Balanced Scorecard (Kaplan & Norton, 1996 , 2008) .We suggest that the influence of KM strategy on firm performance should be better studied by analyzing different dimensions of incorporated performance. Three dimensions will be used to value KM contribution to incorporated performance: (1) financial performance, which surround market performance (profit capacity, growth and customer satisfaction); (2) procedure performance, which refers to quality and efficiency; and (3) internal performance, which relates to individual abilities (employees' qualification, satisfaction and creativity).A strategic policy is necessary to obtain those competitive benefits and to improve performance (DeTienne & Jackson,2001; Salojrvi et al., 2005) .However, the influence of each KM strategy (codification and personalization)on performance maybe different. By grounding on the Knowledge-based view of the firm (Grant, 1996) , some studies (Storey & Kahn, 2010) H3a. Codification KM strategy has a direct influence on financial performance.
H3b. Codification KM strategy has a direct influence on procedure performance.
H3c. Codification KM strategy has a direct influence on internal performance.
H4. Personalization KM strategy has a direct influence on incorporated in performance.
H4a. Personalization KM strategy has a direct influence on financial performance.
H4b. Personalization KM strategy has a direct influence on procedure performance.
H4c. Personalization KM strategy has a direct influence on internal performance.
Earlier research state that KM can improve incorporated performance and competitiveness indirectly through higher organizational capacity to innovate (Gloet & Terziovski, 2004; Yang, 2010) 
H5. Codification KM strategy has an indirect influence on incorporated performance through an increase on innovation function.
H6. Personalization KM strategy has an indirect influence on incorporated performance through an increase on innovation function. Fig. 1 shows the research model and the hypothesis that will be tested in the present paper.
Methodology
The model shown in Fig. 1 is tested through a survey among Iranian companies. The sample consists of 195 firms in the west of Iran. The sampling procedure is based on random sampling, with regards to firm size and activity sector. Particularly, it aims at symbolize firms with at least 7 employees operating in specific sectors (textile, food trading, trading, and services to companies). The study assumes an error of 4.9% for p -q -50and a confidence level of 95.5%. After having contacted 230 firms, 210 companies were interviewed and 195 valid responses were obtained from different industries (response rate 80%). A structured questionnaire consisting of closeended H4a. Personalization KM strategy has a direct influence on financial performance.
H4b. Personalization KM strategy has a direct influence on procedure performance. (Tseng, 2008) , informer were promised to achieve a summary of the results if they were interested in this study. Ninety percent of respondents requested the free-of-charge report with the main final decision of the research, thus signaling the high interest of interviewed companies in KM and research (Table2) 2002, 2003) . Regarding the reliability of the measures, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for each one of the constructs using LISREL 8.7 (Jreskog & Srbom, 1996) . Measurement model shows high reliability and validity of the scales (Table 3) . Table 3   Table 3 Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). (Table 3) . Moreover, the 3 dimensions performance found here (financial, procedure and internal) are also alike different components of different rational Capital models. And the structural model presented in Fig. 1 is tested using Lisrel 8.7 (Jreskog & Srbom, 1996) . Using structural equation modeling, all the paths can be estimated at once. In Fig. 2 results from structural model estimation are presented and in Table 4 indirect and total influences of the different paths are detailed. As learnt from exploratory factor analysis, CFA confirms the existence of 3 dimensions in the performance variable: financial, procedure and internal performance. The idea that incorporated performance has a multidimensional nature consisting on financial and non-financial measures is coherent with earlier research. Specifically, our financial dimension performance is similar to financial viewpoint suggested in the Balanced Score Card (BSC) by Kaplan and Norton (1996) , as well as the model of effectiveness based on rational goal by Quinnand Rohrbaugh (1983).Procedure dimension in our measure performance unites customer and internal viewpoints of the BSC and the internal procedure model byQuinn and Rohrbaugh (1983). Finally, our internal dimension performance is similar to learning and growth viewpoint by Kaplan and Norton (1996) . 
Results and discussion
Results show that both KM strategies (codification and personalization) influences on innovation and organizational performance, thus supporting H1-H4. Also, KM strategies indirectly (through an increase on innovation capacity) influence performance (supportH5andH6), thus strengthen the total influence of KM strategies performance. So, from findings the conclusion shows that KM is an important mechanism for companies to be more innovative, efficient and effective. Although strategic KM increases innovation (H1 and H2), there is difference regarding the influence of each KM strategy. This finding does not support Hansen et al. (1999) , and Alvesson and Karreman (2001) research, according to the research, personalization strategy is motivated by new explanation and innovations, while codification strategy is based on the economics of existent knowledge reutilize. Also, Leonard and Sensiper (1998) claim that social interaction, as an example of personalization strategy is especially important for innovation procedure and Wu and Lin (2009) have recently reported that enhanced capacity to innovation was carry out on the personalization approach and enhanced coordination attempts on the codification. Instead, our analyses indicate that both personalization and codification approaches positively influence on incorporated in innovation. This means that organizations may focus on both IT and abilities of human resources in order to increase innovation and (every dimension of) performance. This finding is coherent with Vaccaro et al. (2010) and similar to the Inuzuka and Nakamori (2004) who do not find performance differences depending on KM strategy (codification or personalization), but they do find that performance/cost ratio is much higher for personalization than codification. Our results can also be compared to Gloet and Terziovski's (2004) . A deeper analysis of results emphasizes that KM strategies have a clear influence on different performance dimensions (H3a-c and H4a-c). Specifically, it can be observed that both codification and personalization may have a higher influence on financial performance, followed by procedure performance and internal performance. 
Decision
Our research shows the codification and personalization strategies on innovation and performance, developing prior researches in the field of KM where the link has been suggested quite often, but with scarce empirical support. Thus, one of the main final decisions of our research is that KM has been found as a significant mechanism to increase innovation and incorporated in performance. In addition, both codification and personalization strategies have a positive influence on financial results. Managers can use these findings as a dispute to negotiate with and influence to stakeholders about the goodness of performing KM projects. Our research can contribute to professional, since it furnishes organizations with new perception and findings which managers can translate into their own companies. By now, firms executed enterprises distrust the importance and utility of doing so, overlook what KM really is useful and helpful for, and without understanding the results KM schedules could have (Moffett et al., 2002) . Now, enterprises can learn about the positive influence of KM and KM strategy on innovation and performance. Specifically, companies know that with a clear KM strategy they can be more innovative, obtain better financial results, improve procedure and develop human resources' abilities. And, in turn, those benefits encourage the link innovation performance. Thus our limitations: first, the sample was obtained from the west of Iran. In this sense, findings may be guessed to other Iranian areas and other countries, since economic and technological development in west of Iran are similar to other countries. However, in future research, a sampling frame that unites firms from different countries could be used in order to provide a more international viewpoint to the subject. Also, it may be interesting to analyses companies in different periods of time in order to observe their advances in KM and the existence of a KM implementation. As well as, in the future we will attempt to consider objective measures for performance, such as ROA or ROI, and intermediate outcomes of strategic KM, such as learning outcomes (DeTienne et al., 2004) or knowledge performance regarding knowledge creation, accumulation, sharing, and utilization (Tseng, 2008 
